
 
 

 

Equity Working Group 
May 11, 2011, 11:00 a.m. – 12:45 p.m. 

MetroCenter, Claremont Conference Room 
101 8th Street, Oakland, 2nd Floor 

 
AGENDA 

 
  Estimated Time 
  for Agenda Item 
 

 
1. Welcome and self-introductions 

 
11:00 a.m. 

2. Equity Working Group Work Plan and Schedule Update* (Jennifer Yeamans)  

3. Notes from April 13 Meeting* (Jennifer Yeamans)  

DISCUSSION ITEMS 11:10 a.m. 

4. Update on RHNA/SCS Analysis* (Miriam Chion) 
Staff invites feedback on proposed analysis of housing growth, jobs, schools, and transit to inform 
the Regional Housing Needs Allocation and Alternative Scenarios. The currently proposed RHNA 
methodology is included in the packet as a reference.  

5. Overview of Communities of Concern and Other Relevant Equity Populations*  
(Jennifer Yeamans) 
Staff will present an overview of various approaches to identifying populations and communities of 
concern for potential use in the equity analysis of Plan Bay Area. 

 

 INFORMATION ITEMS / OTHER BUSINESS 12:30 p.m. 

6. Community-Based Organization Outreach Update for Plan Bay Area (Pam Grove)  
Staff will provide an  update on the outreach work regional agencies are conducting in partnership 
with community-based organizations.  

7. Lifeline Transportation Program Needs Assessment for Plan Bay Area (Jennifer Yeamans) 
Staff will present information on the needs assessment conducted  for MTC’s Lifeline 
Transportation Program submitted for the recently concluded call for projects.  

8. Public Comment 

9. Adjournment 

 

 
 
 
Next meeting: PLEASE NOTE SPECIAL START TIME 
Wednesday, June 8, 2011 
10:30 a.m. – 12:45 p.m. 
MetroCenter, 2nd Floor Claremont Conference Room 
101-8th Street, Oakland  94607 

 

 
  *  Agenda Items attached 
  ** Attachments to be distributed at the meeting. 
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RTP/SCS Equity Working Group Work Plan and Schedule
DRAFT as of 3/2/11

Tasks J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A
1. Vision Scenario Analysis
1.1 Review populations and measures to be analyzed *
1.2 Review results *

2. Detailed Scenario Analysis
2.1 Review populations and measures to be analyzed *
2.2 Review results *

3. Draft Plan Analysis
2.1 Review populations and measures to be analyzed *
2.2 Review results *

4. Complementary Tasks
4.1 Update Snapshot Analysis/SCS Indicators

4.2 Identify other essential equity tasks that can be effectively analyzed *
4.3 Review/comment on Scenarios relative to equity analysis results *
4.4 Support engagement in low‐income and minority communities

4.5 Recommend possible policies for consideration in the SCS/RTP *
Key Committee/Board Meetings 1 2 3 4 5
RTP/SCS + EIR D F
RHNA D F

* Action/approval requested

Meetings:
(1) Review Vision Scenario Results
(2) Adopt RHNA methodology
(3) Approve Draft SCS (Preferred Scenario)
(4) Release Draft Plan
(5) Final RTP/SCS

All dates/workplan elements subject to change

Methodology

2011 2012 2013

Plan PreparationVision Detailed Scenarios
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Summary of April 13, 2011 Equity Working Group meeting 
 
Discussion of Priority Equity Issues 
Comment Possible Follow-up 
Would be beneficial to see a cross-section of all 
issues at a county level 

Information can be provided summarized at the 
county level as available. 

Equity needs to look at both urban and suburban 
low-income populations; weight incentives for 
TOD for affordable housing, since TOD always 
seems to require market-rate housing for 
buildout 

More discussion to come on how to characterize the 
region’s low-income population in terms of place. 

There needs to be meaningful outreach on issues 
so people can understand that change is coming 

Staff will bring more information on outreach efforts 
with community-based organizations to a future 
meeting 

There is conflict in the agendas between urban 
and suburban areas that should be minimized. 
The goal should be zero displacement, and a 
holistic vs. fragmented approach to analysis of 
communities 

Displacement analysis will be carried out as part of 
the housing target analysis.  

Need to assess what we can accomplish in this 
current RTP/SCS process versus what we will 
get done the next time around. 

Ideas for future research can be tracked by staff as 
they arise and reviewed at the end of the process. 

Analyze relationship of population growth vs. 
growth/availability of open space 

Access to parks is considered part of the FOCUS 
concept of “Complete Communities.”  ABAG has 
calculated for Planned PDAs.  

Overlays should reflect a “crescendo of effects,” 
i.e. cumulative impacts.  

Could explore in Alternative Scenario work and also 
review work being carried out by other 
organizations. 

When considering data, it is important to 
recognize that people’s choices are shaped by 
what the market provides.   

Models take into account a complex decision-
making framework based on a variety of factors, but 
it cannot be all-inclusive of every factor that may be 
related to decision-making. This question can be 
explored further if there is sufficient interest among 
the group. 

Some communities lack infrastructure to 
accommodate growth 

This issue affects a cross-section of jurisdictions, 
including major cities that have put forward large 
infrastructure needs and some unincorporated areas 
which have been proposed for growth. The PDA 
Assessment can be used to compare infrastructure 
needs of some jurisdictions.   

Be clear about what you can’t analyze, flag 
those issues for consideration within this 
context, and advocate to fill research gaps at the 
DOT/HUD level 

Similar to the approach used in developing the 
Snapshot Analysis, staff can keep track of data that 
would be most desirable that is currently 
unavailable. 

Be clear with definitions used, i.e. what is 
urban, what is suburban? 

This should be done consistent with other analysis 
undertaken of the Alternative Scenarios. 
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Discussion: Project Performance Assessment – Equity Considerations  
Comment Possible Follow Up 
Consider identifying “model projects” and 
highlight their results 

The project performance assessment report will note 
which projects were assessed quantitatively through 
the travel model and which were assessed 
qualitatively. 

Should 9a be flagged as an equity-related 
target? 

The adopted target doesn’t specify any focus on 
low-income households. 

Why can’t the model identify transportation 
facility users that are low-income? 

The transportation model is only capable of 
considering project-level equity issues on an 
aggregate or regional level. Determining the number 
of users of a particular transportation facility by 
income is not possible using these aggregate results. 

Is there a reality check on the affordability of 
building transportation projects? 

Plan Bay Area must be financially constrained – the 
projects included in the plan must be affordable 
given projected funding sources. 

Further refinements should be made to the 
targets assessment criteria. 

Staff welcomes your comments on the proposed 
criteria – please send suggestions to Sean Co 
(sco@mtc.ca.gov). 
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Date:  April 25, 2011 

To:  SCS Housing Methodology Committee 

From:  Regional Agency Staff 

Subject:  Proposed Allocation Methodology for RHNA 
 

This memo presents a RHNA allocation methodology that incorporates the sustainability principles of 
the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), while promoting the “fair share” principles of RHNA. It 
describes the mechanics of the method, as well as how it addresses the statutory RHNA objectives. 
 
Based upon input from the Housing Methodology Committee (HMC), ABAG’s legal counsel, and the 
need to coordinate the RHNA with the region’s first Sustainable Communities Strategy, staff is proposing 
a modification to the timeline for developing the RHNA method for the 2014‐2022 allocation period. The 
adoption of the RHNA Draft Methodology will take place in conjunction with the release of the SCS 
Preferred Scenario.  This modification is based upon the fact that it is not possible to pre‐determine how 
the SCS Preferred Scenario will differ from the Initial Vision Scenario, a central point raised by the HMC.  
 
 As SCS Alternative Scenarios are developed through Fall 2011, the HMC will be presented with staff 
reports outlining how the land patterns in the various Alternative Scenarios would impact the proposed 
RHNA methodology. The SCS Preferred Scenario would serve as a primary input to the RHNA Draft 
Methodology providing for a strong link between the development of the SCS, RHNA, and RTP‐related 
policies and incentives. 
 

The SCS and RHNA 
Over the past decade, the State of California has enacted several policies to reduce driving and support 
more focused growth. One of the most significant is Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), enacted in 2008. SB 375 
calls for regions in California to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that incorporates a 
forecasted development pattern, or a land use plan, for the region with the federally mandated 25‐year 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Through this integration, the SCS seeks to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and provide housing for the region’s entire future population to 2035. Along with requiring 
regional sustainability strategies, SB 375 synchronizes the legal requirements of RHNA with the RTP 
process and streamlines the California Environmental Quality Act for some housing and mixed‐use 
projects. 
 
Prior to the enactment of SB 375, however, it should be noted that the Bay Area’s FOCUS program was 
an early multi‐agency program that supported local government efforts to embrace compact, transit‐
served development patterns by directing incentives to infill Priority Development Areas (PDAs). The 
FOCUS program encourages local governments in the region to adopt plans and policies that produce 
complete, walkable communities where housing development is in infill locations near existing jobs and 
transit. The goals of the FOCUS program and the adopted targets for the Bay Area’s SCS are consistent 
with the statutory RHNA objectives (see Table 1).  

 
The FOCUS PDAs are the foundation for the sustainable growth pattern outlined in the Initial Vision 
Scenario of the SCS. Future housing growth in this scenario is primarily distributed to PDAs and Growth 
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Opportunity Areas that represent a majority of the transit‐served and infill locations in the region where 
local governments are planning for mixed‐use neighborhoods that provide a range of housing, 
employment, and transportation choices. Given the consistency among the guiding principles for FOCUS, 
SCS, and RHNA, it stands to reason that the forecasted land use distribution of the SCS could inform the 
housing allocation process for RHNA, as long as all the other statutory Housing Element requirements 
are also satisfied.   

Table 1: Comparison of RHNA Objectives, SCS Performance Targets, and FOCUS Program Goals  
RHNA Objectives  SCS Performance Measures  FOCUS Goals 
 Increase the housing supply and 

the mix of housing types, tenure, 
and affordability in all cities and 
counties within the region in an 
equitable manner, which shall 
result in each jurisdiction receiving 
an allocation of units for low‐ and 
very low income households 

 Promote infill development and 
socioeconomic equity, the 
protection of environmental and 
agricultural resources, and the 
encouragement of efficient 
development patterns 

 Promote an improved 
intraregional relationship between 
jobs and housing 

 Allocate a lower proportion of 
housing need to an income 
category when a jurisdiction 
already has a disproportionately 
high share of households in that 
income category, as compared to 
the countywide distribution of 
households in that category from 
the most recent decennial United 
States census. 

 Reduce per‐capita CO2 emissions 
from cars and light trucks by 15% 

 House 100% of the region’s 
projected 25‐year growth by 
income level without displacing 
current low‐income residents 

 Reduce premature deaths from 
exposure to particulate emissions: 

– Reduce premature deaths from 
exposure to fine particulates 
(PM2.5) by 10% 

– Reduce coarse particulate 
emissions (PM10) by 30% 

– Achieve greater reductions in 
highly impacted areas 

 Reduce by 50% the number of 
injuries and fatalities from all 
collisions (including bike and 
pedestrian) 

 Increase the average daily time 
walking or biking per person for 
transportation by 60% (average of 
15 minutes per person per day) 

 Direct all non‐agricultural 
development within the urban 
footprint (existing urban 
development and urban growth 
boundaries) 

 Decrease by 10% the share of low‐
income and lower‐middle‐income 
residents’ household income 
consumed by transportation and 
housing 

 Increase gross regional product by 
90%  –  average annual growth rate 
of approx. 2% (in current dollars) 

 Decrease per‐trip travel time by 10%  

– Decrease average per‐trip travel 
time by 10%  for non‐auto modes 

– Decrease auto vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) per capita by 10% 

 Strengthen and support unique 
existing communities 

 Create compact, healthy 
communities with a diversity of 
housing, jobs, activities, and 
services to meet the daily needs of 
residents 

 Increase housing supply and 
choices 

 Improve housing affordability 

 Increase transportation efficiency 
and choices 

 Protect and steward natural 
habitat, open space, and 
agricultural land 

 Improve social and economic 
equity 

 Promote economic and fiscal 
health 

 Conserve resources, promote 
sustainability, and improve 
environmental quality 

 Protect public health and safety 
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Household Distribution in the Initial Vision Scenario 
The Initial Vision Scenario is designed to open the conversation among regional and local agencies and 
multiple stakeholders.  This is a first land use proposal focused on the distribution of approximately 
900,000 households by 2035; which assumes unconstrained resources for the production of housing and 
neighborhood development, high population growth, a strong economy, and smaller household sizes.  
This Initial Vision Scenario will be followed by the creation of Alternative Scenarios that take into 
account resource constraints as well as employment distribution, transportation and land use strategies, 
and alignment of funding with the proposed development pattern.  The Alternative Scenarios will be 
discussed among regional and local jurisdictions and agencies and interested stakeholders with input 
and related analysis leading to the release of the SCS Preferred Scenario by December 2011. 
 
The principal purpose of the Initial Vision Scenario is to articulate how the region could potentially grow 
over time in a sustainable manner, and to orient policy and program development to facilitate 
implementation. It is designed around places for growth identified by local jurisdictions.  These places 
were mostly the PDAs already identified through the FOCUS program. They also included Growth 
Opportunity Areas that were defined by local governments specifically for inclusion in the Initial Vision 
Scenario.  
 
For each of these areas, local jurisdictions selected the “Place Type” from the typology defined in the 
Station Area Planning Manual 2007 that is most closely aligned with the local goals for reducing 
automobile dependency and creating complete neighborhoods that offer housing, jobs, and services in 
walkable districts near transit.  Examples of Place Types are Regional Center, City Center, Transit Town 
Center, Mixed‐Use Corridor, etc.  In addition to those established Place Types, as part of the Initial Vision 
Scenario process, local jurisdictions proposed two additional Place Types, Rural Town Centers and 
Employment Centers, that capture the sustainability qualities of a few of the new Growth Opportunity 
Areas.   
 
The Place Type framework outlines the different qualities that, when combined, help to create vibrant 
and successful transit‐served neighborhoods. Each Place Type is defined by its scale, type of transit, mix 
of land uses, intensity and density of development, amenities, design guidelines, and targets for total 
housing units and jobs. By incorporating this spectrum of characteristics related to the quality of a 
particular area, the Place Types address many of the elements that contribute to creating complete 
communities, such as providing access to a mix of uses and a variety of transportation options, including 
transit, walking, and bicycling.  
 
While the Place Types emphasize the specific context of a particular place, they also take into account 
the role that this place plays in relation to other transit‐served areas in the region. For example, each 
Place Type is defined by a range of total employment and its economic role in the region. And the Place 
Types take into consideration the type of transit in the area, and whether it provides local service or 
access to destinations throughout the region. In this way, the Place Types provide a common language 
for a regional policy framework, and for how those policies relate to planning and implementation 
occurring at the local level.  
 
The household growth distribution in the Initial Vision Scenario relies on the transit‐oriented, predefined 
characteristics of the Place Types chosen by local jurisdictions.  Focusing on PDAs and Growth 
Opportunity Areas, regional agencies distributed housing growth across the region based first on local 
visions, plans, and growth estimates.  Second, regional agencies supplemented the local forecast for a 
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PDA or Growth Opportunity Area with additional units in order for the region to meet the housing target 
of 900,000 households by 2035.  This additional growth was framed by the Place Type selected by a local 
jurisdiction.  Growth was increased to fit within the range of total housing units associated with that 
Place Type. If the growth proposed by a local jurisdiction was below the level defined for its selected 
Place Type, regional agencies increased the level of growth at least to the minimum level of the Place 
Type.  In addition, an assessment of a PDA’s or Growth Opportunity Area’s location in the region, access 
to employment, proximity to major transit corridors, proposed transit investments, and its overall size 
and development intensity informed the assignment of any additional units.   
 
As a result, Priority Development Areas and Growth Opportunity Areas in the Initial Vision Scenario 
contain about 70 percent of the region’s total growth (643,000 households) within approximately 4 
percent of the total region’s land area. These areas encompass about half of the region’s total 
employment growth.  The allocation of this 70 percent of the household growth represents the core of 
the regional land use policy and sustainability frame, informed by local decisions about the desired 
future characteristics of individual places. 

 
Proposed Methodology 
The proposed methodology approach for allocating the region’s total housing need for the upcoming 
RHNA period continues and expands upon the inclusion of principles of compact growth and 
sustainability that began with the 2007‐2014 RHNA methodology. The methodology for the last RHNA 
cycle emphasized growth in existing urbanized areas, as a way to reduce development pressure on the 
region’s environmental and agricultural resources and to capitalize on existing infrastructure 
investments. It directed additional growth to areas near transit, to promote housing in areas that offer 
increased transportation choices. And it included factors related to existing and planned jobs, to 
encourage an improved jobs‐housing balance. 
 
In order to address the requirements of SB 375 through the Sustainable Communities Strategy, the 
proposed RHNA method for 2014‐2022 would use the housing distribution share to PDAs and Growth 
Opportunity Areas from the SCS Preferred Scenario, and complement it with a household formation 
distribution that will address the “fair share” policy frame of RHNA more directly.  The distribution of 
housing in Initial Vision Scenario is used in this memo as an example to illustrate the proposed 
methodology.   
 
Allocation of Total Regional Need 
The total housing need number for the region, the Regional Housing Need Determination, will be 
provided to ABAG by the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) in 
October 2011. This final housing need number would be distributed to jurisdictions based upon the 
proposed method. 
 
As with the allocation method for the 2007‐2014 RHNA, directing growth to infill locations is a key 
component of protecting agricultural and natural resources. This methodology also recognizes the 
multiple benefits for local communities and the region as a whole of encouraging housing, particularly 
affordable housing, in the neighborhoods near transit that local communities have identified as 
priorities for development and investment to create complete communities. Targeting growth to these 
areas, which include a mix of housing and jobs as well as transit services that provide connections 
between homes and jobs, continues the emphasis on jobs‐housing balance that was included in the 
allocation methodology for the 2007‐2014 RHNA. 
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However, focusing only on the PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas could mean that jurisdictions that 
were unable or unwilling to pick adequate Place Types for these areas or to designate any PDAs or 
Growth Opportunity Areas at all commensurate with their housing need, would not be allocated their 
“fair share” of the regional housing obligation. Thus an explicit “fair share” component is added by 
including a factor based on household formation.  The two components of the methodology are 
described below: 
 
1. Sustainability component: In the Initial Vision Scenario, as an example, 70 percent of the household 

growth was distributed to PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas based on the locally selected Place 
Type, and its associated scale and characteristics, including employment growth. Growth in these 
areas is intended to promote the development of complete communities, including increased 
housing and transportation choices. Using the PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas as the 
foundation for the allocation methodology encourages consistency between RHNA and local plans 
and visions for future growth. 

a. The first step in developing this component would be to calculate each PDA’s or Growth 
Opportunity Area’s share of the region’s total growth as shown in the SCS Preferred 
Scenario.  Again, this document uses the Initial Vision Scenario as an example to assess the 
methodology.  

b. This share would then be applied to the region’s total housing need number for RHNA, as 
determined by HCD.  

 
2. Fair share component: Using the Initial Vision Scenario as an example, the 30 percent of the regional 

growth that was distributed to areas outside of PDAs or Growth Opportunity Areas would be pooled 
at the regional level and redistributed, based on a jurisdiction’s share of regional household 
formation growth. 

a. Each county would be assigned its proportion of household formation, calculated based on 
demographic analysis and data from the 2010 Census.  

b. Each jurisdiction would then be given a share of the county’s total housing unit demand 
based on the jurisdiction’s population from the 2010 Census.  

c. Each jurisdiction’s share of the county total would then be used as a factor to distribute the 
housing growth for areas outside of PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas. This would result 
in all cities in the county receiving a household growth allocation—regardless of the amount 
of growth already assigned in PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas. 

d. Jurisdictions that have PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas would also get a share of this 
household growth. However, if the total housing allocation for any jurisdiction reaches more 
than 150 percent of the amount of growth that the jurisdiction would expect based on its 
household formation growth, it could choose to reduce its number. 

e. The reduction of growth from Step D (above) would return to the regional pool for 
redistribution to those local jurisdictions that are below 150 percent of their household 
formation growth. This would be an iterative process. 

 
Allocation by Income 
Two primary objectives of the state’s regional housing needs process are to increase the supply of 
housing and to ensure that local governments consider the housing needs of persons at all income 
levels. In addition to identifying each jurisdiction’s share of the region’s total housing need, the RHNA 
methodology must also divide this allocation into the four income categories defined by HCD. The 
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income allocation portion of the RHNA method is designed to ensure that each jurisdiction in the Bay 
Area plans for housing for people of every income.  
 
ABAG and MTC staffs are recommending that we continue to use the income allocation formula from 
the 2007‐2014 RHNA process. This method is based on a comparison between a jurisdiction’s income 
distribution and the region‐wide income distribution. To address concentrations of poverty, each 
jurisdiction is given 175 percent of the difference between their household income distribution and the 
region‐wide household income distribution: 
1. The first step in calculating the income distribution of a jurisdiction’s housing need allocation is to 

determine the difference between the regional proportion of households in an income category and 
the jurisdiction’s proportion for that same category.  

2. Once determined, this difference is then multiplied by 175 percent. The result becomes that 
jurisdiction’s “adjustment factor.” 

3. The jurisdiction’s adjustment factor is added to the jurisdiction’s initial proportion of households in 
each income category. The result is the total share of the jurisdiction’s housing unit allocation for 
each income category. 

 
For example, if a jurisdiction has 36 percent of its households in the very low income category, this 
would be compared to the regional percentage in this income category, which is 23 percent. The 
difference between 23 and 36 is ‐13. This is multiplied by 175 percent (the adjustment factor) for a 
result of ‐23. This number is then added to the jurisdiction’s original distribution of 36 percent, for a 
total share of about 13 percent. Therefore, 13 percent of their allocation must be affordable to 
households with very low income. 
 
A similar calculation can be made for a jurisdiction that has a relatively low proportion of households in 
the very low income category. If this jurisdiction has 9 percent of its households in the very low income 
category, when this is subtracted from the regional percentage in this income category, the result is 14. 
When this difference is multiplied by 175 percent, the result is 25. That amount is added to the 
jurisdiction’s proportion of households in the very low income category, for a total of 34. Therefore, 34 
percent of their allocation must be affordable to households with very low income. 
 
Addressing the Statutory RHNA Objectives 
This section discusses how this proposed methodology addresses the RHNA objectives identified in 
Housing Element law. These statutory objectives are to: 
1. Increase housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in all cities and counties 

within the region in an equitable manner, which shall result in each jurisdiction receiving an 
allocation of units for low‐ and very low‐income households. 

2. Promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental and 
agricultural resources, and the encouragement of efficient development patterns. 

3. Promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing. 
4. Allocate a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction already has a 

disproportionately high share of households in that income category, as compared to the 
countywide distribution of households in that category from the most recent decennial United 
States census.1 

 

                                                            
1 Government Code Section 66584(d) 
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Increasing Housing Supply and Choice 
In general, PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas are planning for a mix of housing types, with an 
emphasis on multi‐family housing in neighborhoods with a mix of uses, which provides an alternative 
housing option to the single‐family neighborhoods that predominate in many areas in the region. By 
encouraging housing production in PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas, which offer a variety of 
transportation options (such as transit, bicycling, and walking), the methodology is consistent with a 
broader understanding of affordability that takes the combined costs of housing and transportation into 
account. In addition, the alignment of RHNA, the SCS, and the RTP provides an opportunity to direct 
available resources to support housing, particularly the production of affordable housing, in the most 
sustainable locations in the region. Finally, combining the sustainability component and the fair share 
component in the methodology ensures that each community contributes to providing housing, 
including affordable units, to meet the region’s need.  
 
Promoting Infill and an Efficient Development Pattern  
Since the PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas are, by definition, in infill locations, a RHNA method that 
emphasizes allocations to these areas achieves the goal of promoting infill. Encouraging housing growth 
in existing communities and near transit also capitalizes on existing infrastructure investments. Many of 
the homes in these locations will be in multi‐family buildings, which will likely result in lower 
consumption of resources, such as energy and water. However, infill development in the region presents 
multiple challenges, including identifying appropriate parcels, navigating complex entitlement 
processes, developing neighborhood support, securing financing mechanisms, among others. 
 
Protecting Environmental and Agricultural Resources 
Encouraging growth in the infill locations in PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas helps to reduce 
development pressure on agricultural and environmental resources. In the Initial Vision Scenario, 97 
percent of all households added between now and 2035 would be within the existing urban footprint.  
 
Promoting an Improved Relationship Between Jobs and Housing 
Most PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas are planned to include a mix of uses, including homes, 
offices, stores, and services. In the Initial Vision Scenario, these areas include half of the employment 
growth and all the major employment nodes that include housing.  The concentrated mixed‐use 
development in these areas provides an opportunity for households to locate closer to job sites. In 
addition, the fact that these areas are near transit ensures that residents have access to the broader 
range of employment opportunities available in adjacent communities as well. The regional agencies 
plan to undertake additional analysis of employment trends during development of the Alternative 
Scenarios for the SCS, which will inform the employment distribution to maximize the access and/or 
proximity between housing and jobs.  
 
Promoting Socioeconomic Equity 
Since the PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas are planned to be complete communities—with a range 
of services, jobs, schools, parks and other amenities, new homes in these areas would provide a higher 
level of access to services—particularly for low‐income households—than other areas in the region. The 
block grant package that regional agencies are currently developing as an incentive for jurisdictions 
willing to accept more housing growth would be used for investments that increase livability for existing 
and future residents. A key consideration for these investments would be to ensure that the new growth 
and improvements do not lead to the involuntary displacement of existing members of the community. 
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As noted above, locating homes near transit increases the overall affordability for a household, when 
the combined costs of housing and transportation are considered. The inclusion of household growth as 
a factor ensures that all communities in the region are doing their “fair share” to meet the region’s 
housing need. And, the income allocation promotes a more balanced mix of incomes in each jurisdiction, 
and avoids over‐concentrating income groups, by aggressively moving each jurisdiction closer to the 
regional income distribution. Thus, taken as a whole, the RHNA methodology attempts to improve 
socioeconomic equity both by improving the existing neighborhoods in which many lower income 
households currently live and by increasing the integration of lower income households into 
traditionally higher income neighborhoods. 
 

Consideration of Statutory RHNA Factors 
 The RHNA statute requires the inclusion of specified “factors” in the methodology. The region has the 
discretion to determine how much weight is given to each statutory factor in the methodology. Staff will 
perform an analysis of the draft methodology that results from the above‐described process to assure 
compliance with the statutory requirement. The statutory factors are listed in Attachment A. 
 

Pending Tasks 
1.  Funding support 
Regional agencies are creating a block grant to support local jurisdictions in their efforts to provide 
affordable housing close to transit and to create complete communities.  These incentives are one 
opportunity to align the RHNA allocations, which occur at the jurisdictional level, with the goal of seeing 
development in the sub‐jurisdictional PDAs and Growth Opportunity Areas. Regional agencies are 
analyzing specific criteria to align the RHNA numbers for local jurisdictions with PDAs and the 
distribution of resources.  This task will be completed by the summer 2011. 
 
2.  Employment analysis 
Regional agencies are assessing the implications of the recent economic decline and economic 
restructuring on future employment growth and distribution in the region.  The employment analysis 
will inform the commute patterns and job accessibility throughout the region. 
 
3.   Equity analysis 
Regional agencies are conducting an Equity Analysis for the SCS Scenarios.  This includes an assessment 
of development impacts on low‐income and other disadvantaged communities.  This analysis could 
inform the final RHNA. 
 

Discussion Questions 
 Does the proposed methodology adequately balance the need for jurisdictions to do their fair share 

to meet the region’s housing needs with promoting a pattern of sustainable development?  

 Is the 70 percent focused on PDAs/Growth Opportunity Areas an appropriate approach and share 
for the allocation of future housing and affordable housing?  What analysis will be required to refine 
the approach and share? 

 Does the household formation distribution methodology for the 30 percent share address equity 
appropriately? What analysis will be required to assess regional equity? 

 Should more affordable housing be directed to jurisdictions without PDAs/Growth Opportunity 
Areas in recognition that these infill areas may not have sufficient resources? 

 How should the methodology address vacant/foreclosed units? 
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Attachment A 
 

Government Code Section 65584.04 

(d)   To the extent that sufficient data is available from local governments pursuant to subdivision (b) or 
other sources, each council of governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, shall include the 
following factors to develop the methodology that allocates regional housing needs: 

(1)   Each member jurisdiction's existing and projected jobs and housing relationship. 

(2)   The opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing in each member 
jurisdiction, including all of the following: 

(A)   Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal or state laws, regulations or 
regulatory actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by a sewer or water service 
provider other than the local jurisdiction that preclude the jurisdiction from providing 
necessary infrastructure for additional development during the planning period. 

(B)   The availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential 
use, the availability of underutilized land, and opportunities for infill development and 
increased residential densities. The council of governments may not limit its 
consideration of suitable housing sites or land suitable for urban development to existing 
zoning ordinances and land use restrictions of a locality, but shall consider the potential 
for increased residential development under alternative zoning ordinances and land use 
restrictions. The determination of available land suitable for urban development may 
exclude lands where the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or the 
Department of Water Resources has determined that the flood management 
infrastructure designed to protect that land is not adequate to avoid the risk of flooding. 

(C)   Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing federal or state 
programs, or both, designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats, 
and natural resources on a long‐term basis. 

(D)  County policies to preserve prime agricultural land, as defined pursuant to Section 56064, 
within an unincorporated area. 

(3)  The distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of a comparable period of 
regional transportation plans and opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation 
and existing transportation infrastructure. 

(4)  The market demand for housing. 

(5)  Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward incorporated 
areas of the county. 

(6)  The loss of units contained in assisted housing developments, as defined in paragraph (9) of 
subdivision (a) of Section 65583, that changed to non‐low‐income use through mortgage 
prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions. 

(7)  High‐housing cost burdens. 

(8)  The housing needs of farmworkers. 
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(9)  The housing needs generated by the presence of a private university or a campus of the 
California State University or the University of California within any member jurisdiction. 

(10)  Any other factors adopted by the council of governments. 

(e)   The council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall explain in writing how each 
of the factors described in subdivision (d) was incorporated into the methodology and how the 
methodology is consistent with subdivision (d) of Section 65584. The methodology may include 
numerical weighting. 

(f)   Any ordinance, policy, voter‐approved measure, or standard of a city or county that directly or 
indirectly limits the number of residential building permits issued by a city or county shall not be a 
justification for a determination or a reduction in the share of a city or county of the regional 
housing need. 

(g)   In addition to the factors identified pursuant to subdivision (d), the council of governments, or 
delegate subregion, as applicable, shall identify any existing local, regional, or state incentives, such 
as a priority for funding or other incentives available to those local governments that are willing to 
accept a higher share than proposed in the draft allocation to those local governments by the 
council of governments or delegate subregion pursuant to Section 65584.05. 
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To: Equity Working Group 
 
From: Jennifer Yeamans 
 
Date: May 4, 2011 
 
Re:  Identifying Communities of Concern and Other Relevant Equity Populations 
 
 
Creating a Framework for Alternative Scenarios Analysis 
Building on the discussion of elevating regional equity priorities at our April meeting, the next major 
task is defining a framework for equity analysis for the Alternative Scenarios. A typical equity 
analysis framework has two key components: one component defines the specific populations of 
concern to be analyzed, and the other defines a set of performance measures that will provide 
quantitative data with which different planning scenarios can be compared to each other, and different 
population subgroups can be compared to each other (such as “low-income” vs. “not low-income”). 
 
There are two related goals within this task of developing the framework that we will be exploring 
over the next several months:  

(1) to understand how the equity analysis framework will satisfy federal guidance the U.S. 
Department of Transportation issues metropolitan planning organizations like MTC regarding 
civil rights and environmental justice in long-range planning; and  

(2) to explore and identify which combinations of possible population definitions and possible 
measures provide the best “fit” to inform the priority equity issues with quantitative analysis. 

 
Overview of Populations and Communities for Consideration 
Attachment A lists a summary of potential populations that may be considered for analysis. The list is 
broken into two groups, based on the methodological approach to analyzing the populations. 
Population groups that MTC must include to satisfy federal guidance are noted in boldface.  
 
There are two main differences to note between the “population-based” and “geographic-based” 
definitions. The first difference is in how the regional population is broken out for analysis: the 
population-based approach captures all persons in a given population subset wherever they may live in 
the region; the geographic-based approach, by contrast, is a spatial definition, where geographic 
subregions are defined based on whether the populations within those subregions exceed a given 
threshold for a certain population of concern.  
 
The second difference reflects how forecasting assumptions are applied to the target population: the 
population-based definition reflects ABAG population and economic forecasts for the planning 
horizon year, while the geographic-based definitions are not forecast spatially and therefore must be 
analyzed based solely on the current location of these populations.  
 
MTC’s current Community of Concern definition, for example, is a geographic-based definition. By 
contrast, the low-income population used in the Initial Vision Scenario equity analysis was a 
population-based definition that looked at all low-income households throughout the region.  
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Reviewing Low-Income and Minority Communities of Concern 
MTC’s low-income and minority Communities of Concern, used in the past two RTP Equity 
Analyses, were defined based on 2000 Census data, and represent travel analysis zones (similar to 
census tracts) where more than 70 percent of the population is a member of a minority group, or more 
than 30 percent of the population is below 200 percent of the federal poverty level. 
 
More up-to-date socioeconomic data is now available from the Census Bureau for these fine-grained 
geographies, providing tract-level averages for the period 2005-09 (the Census Bureau uses this five-
year timeframe to obtain an adequate sampling rate for these smaller geographies) for race/ethnicity 
and income level, and for 2010 for race/ethnicity only. At your May meeting, staff will present maps 
showing updated locations of the region’s minority and low-income population concentrations relative 
to 2000 data (see attached). Staff requests you consider the following in providing feedback on 
characterizing low-income and minority populations for the equity analysis: 
 

1. Should the analysis of low-income and minority populations (a) employ the same 70% 
minority/30% low-income thresholds for the 2005-09 data; (b) employ a higher threshold 
such as 75% minority/35% low-income for the 2005-09; or (c) use something different 
altogether? 
 

2. Is it preferable to use race/ethnicity and income data from the same data set representing 
the same “universe,” or is it preferable to use the most up-to-date data wherever possible, 
even if they are from different data sets and represent different “universes”? Example: 
more recent data is available from the 2010 Census for race/ethnicity at the tract level, 
while 2005-09 is the most recent data available for income at that level. 

 
Next Steps and Timeline 
Building on discussions of relevant populations and communities for analysis, staff will bring an 
initial framework of proposed equity measures matched with relevant populations of concern to your 
June meeting for discussion and feedback. This will include a summary of comments and input 
received at earlier meetings that was flagged for follow-up in the Alternative Scenarios analysis work. 
While discussions of development of other, off-model analyses will be ongoing throughout the 
development of the Alternative Scenarios, the model-based framework will need to be in place by July 
in to meet the timeframe needed to carry out technical analysis of the Alternative Scenarios. To meet 
this July timeframe, staff proposes the following schedule over the next three meetings:  
 
Meeting Goal 
May  Review equity-related populations and communities 

 
June  Review and provide input on staff proposal for framework matching populations with 

relevant model-based equity measures 
 Identify critical off-model issue(s) for analysis 

 
July  Finalize model-based framework, proceed with technical analysis of Alternative 

Scenarios 
 Initial report back on possible off-model analysis (continues to August) 
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Level of Analysis 
Potential Population/  
Community Definitions  Data Source 

Low‐income status (by income quartiles; low‐
income = appx. $35,000/yr. or below) 

ABAG 

Senior (e.g. over 65)  ABAG 
Youth/young adults (e.g. 5‐20)  ABAG 
Auto availability (zero‐vehicle households, 
households with fewer autos than workers) 

MTC estimates 

Populat ion‐based  
“disaggregate” analysis; accounts for 
every member of the population of concern 
at the individual or household level, 
regardless of location.  
 
Future‐year forecasts are generally based 
on ABAG’s demographic and economic 
projections for these populations. 
 

Specific family characteristics (e.g. low‐income 
households with children, seniors living alone) 

MTC travel model population synthesizer 

Minority status  
(based on race/ethnicity) 

Census 2010 
American Community Survey (ACS) 2005‐09 

Low‐income status  
(based on 200% of federal poverty level) 

ACS 2005‐09 

MTC‐defined “community of concern”* 
(population greater than 70% minority or 30% low‐
income) 

Census 2000 (current definit ion) 
ACS 2005‐09 (to update) 

Limited English Proficiency  
(people who do not speak English well or at all) 

ACS 2005‐09 

People with disabilities  Census 2000 
Other socioeconomic characteristics derived from 
Census Bureau data (e.g. educational attainment, 
employment status, renter vs. owner status) 

ACS 2005‐09 

Geographic‐based 
“aggregate” analysis; accounts for all 
members of a particular geographic area 
(i.e. census tract/travel analysis zone) 
identified as above a certain threshold for 
a population of concern.  
 
These characteristics are not forecast, so 
future‐year analyses must assume these 
population concentrations remain located 
where they are today. 
 

Other community definitions based on current‐
year conditions, such as highlighted in other 
agency or outside reports (e.g. overburdened 
renters, below‐average transportation availability) 

Varies 

Bolded indicate populations protected under Title VI and federal Environmental Justice regulations  within MTC’s long‐range planning context. 
* denotes definition used in Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis 
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